BEST AVAIUBLE COPY 



03/l?/08 THU 17:45 FAX 248 377 1490 



TEST&VEHICLE ENG 



Appl. No. 10/840.211 

Amdt. dated March 1 S, 2006 | 
Reply to Office action of Dec. 1 9, 2005 

Amendmen ts to the Drawings; 

The attached sheets of drawings includ^. changes to Figures 1,2,4, and 6. These 
sheets, which include Fig. 1 -6 replace original sheets Including Fig. 1-6. In Figure 1 
element number 26 has been added an|j In Figures 2, 4 and 6 some element numbers 
have been changes to designate different parts shown in the various drawings. 



Attachment: 



Replacement Sheeits 
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The Applicant has carefully considered 



11)016 



REMARKS 



examiner's comments in the Office action dated 
December 19. 2005. Currently, the Examiner rejects claims 1-19 and objects to the 
specification and drawings. In responsk the Applicant has amended claims 1-14 and 
17. Further, the Applicant has also amended the specification and drawings. In making 
such amendments, no new matter h;as been added Into the present application. 
Accordingly, claims 1-19 remain pencing in the present application. The Applicant 
believes that the pending claims place i;he present application In condition for allowance 
and respectfully request that the application be passed to issue. 



Draw 



hg Objections 



In view of the drawing objectioiis set forth In paragraph 1 and 2 of the Office 
action, Applicant submits herewith three replacement drawing sheets showing Figures 
1-6 to replace the originally filed lirawing sheets containing the same figures. 
Specifically, element number 26 Is novf included in Figure 1, and appropriate reference 
characters now designate the different parts of Figures 2. 4 and 6. Accordingly, 
removal of the objection to the drawing s is respectfully requested. 

Speeifhgatlon Qblections 

The Examiner objects to the Specification because reference characters used for 
different embodiments should be different. Accordingly, the Applicant has amended the 
specification with respect to the reference characters designating different parts in 
Figures 2, 4 and 6. thereby overcom hg the objection set forth in paragraph 4 of the 
Office action. Removal of the objectioi^ is respectfully requested. 

Further, the Examiner objects to the use of the term "new generation" throughout 



the specification. Accordingly, the 
removing the term "new generation" 
thereby overcoming the objection set 



Applicant has amended the specification by 
with respect to bearings from the specification, 
forth in paragraph 5 of the Office action. Again, 



removal of this objection is respectfully; requested. 
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Reply to Office action of Dec. 19, 2005 



Clairi> Qbiectlons 



With regard to the claim objections 
Applicant tias amended claims 10-13 l3y 
and removal of the objection is respeptf 



shaft of an outboard drive axle axialiy 
an external surface and an external 
surface of the shaft; a retaining eleitiei 
first bore of the wheel hub telescoping! 
held in an assembled position betwee 



11017 



in paragraph 6 of the Office action, the 
striking "any one of from each of the claims, 
illy requested. 
Rejections 



In Paragraph 8 of the Office act on, Claims 1-7, 10-13, and 17-19 were rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. §102 (b) as being antidpated by l\/1izukoshi et ai (U.S. Patent No. 
6,135,571). In view of the amendments to the claims, the Applicant respectfully 
traverses the rejection. 

Applicant submits that amende! independent claim 1 and claims 2-13, which 
depend from claim 1, are novel bebajse the present device and the prior art differ. 
Specif toally, independent claim 1 reiju ires an outer race of a constant velocity joint; a 

coupled to the outer race, wherein the shaft has 
groove circumferentially formed in the external 
itj a wheel hub having a first bore, wherein the 
: receives the external surface of the. shaft and is 
hhe outer race and the retaining element; and a 
bearing assembly not requiring pre-iteijsipning and is teiescopirigly received on one of 
the shaft and the wheel hub, whedeiii the retaining element releasably engages the 
external groove of the shaft and Imparts rio pre-tensioning on the bearing assembly. 

In contrast, the MIzukoshI rfefijrence discloses an axle unit having a bearing 
assembly compressively retained b^' either a crimp portion 27 of the hub 6a, stop ring 
85 engaged in the hub 6a or a irsaded nut 103 engaging the hub 6a. This is 
substantially different than ApplicjarifS; claimed assembly. Thus, the Mizukoshl 



reference does not teach or suggi^st; 



position between the outer race arid 



at least the first bore of the wheel hub 



telescopingly receiving the external isiirf dee of the shaft and holding It In an assembled 



the retaining element. Moreover, the Mizukoshi 
reference does not teach or suggest k tiearing assembly without pre-tensioning that is 
telescopingly received on one of ;the Jshaft and the wheel hub. Furthemiore, the 
Mizukoshi reference does not teach oi suggest a retaining element that imparts no pre- 
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WiSioning on the bearing assembly. | For at least these reasons, amended claim 1 and 



claims 2-13, which depend from clairh 1 



, are all novel and non-obvious as each claims 



features that are not disclosed or suggested in the Mizukoshi reference, 



Applicant submits that amended 



independent claim 17 and claims 18-19 which 



depend from claim 17, are also novel andi non-obvious because the present device and 
the prior art differ. Specifically, clafm 17 is independently allowable for at least the 
same reasons set forth above witl^:respect to dalm l. In view of the foregoing, 
amended claim 17. including dependent claims 18-19, are novel in view of the 

Mizul^oshi reference. 

In Paragraph 9 of the Office Action, Claims 1-13, 17 and 18 were rejected under 
35 U.S.C. §1 02(b) as being anticipated by SahashI et al (U.S. Appl. Pub. 
2001/0016520). In view of the amendnients to the claims, the Applicant respectfully 
traverses the rejection. | i 

Applicant submits that amended independent claim 1 and claims 2-13, which 
depend from dalm 1, are novel becajjse the present device and the prior art differ. 
Specifically^ claim 1 Is allowable ov^r tjy Sahashi for the reasons mentioned above. In 



this regard, the Sahashi referencei ls 



similar to the Mizul<oshi • reference in that the 
bearing assembly Is retained by thelhub kssembly. Accordingly, the Sahashi reference 
falls to teach or suggest that the first bore of the wheel hub telescopingly receives the 
external surface of the shaft and i^ held in an assembled posrtlon between the outer 
race and the retaining element. Moreover, the Sahashi reference does not teach or 
suggest a bearing assembly without pi B-tensioning and being telescopingly received on 
one of the shaft and the wheel hub. | Furthermore, the Sahashi reference does not teach 
or suggest a retaining element that lim ja^rts no pre-tensioning on the bearing assembly. 
For at least these reasons, amende^l dajm 1 and claims 2-13, which depend from claim 
1, are all novel and non-obvious a? each requires features that were not disclosed or 
suggested in the Sahashi reference!; 

Applicant submits that aniended independent daim 17 and dalrn 18 that 
depends from daim 17. are also hovel and non-obvious for at least the same reasons 
given above for claim 1 . 
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Further, claims 15 and 16 aire 
independent claim 14. 
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Appl.No- 10/840.211 i 

Amdt. dated March 1 6, 2006 

Reply to Office action of Dec. 1 9, 2005 | 

in Paragraph 1 rSSoffiSTUon. Clail^all^ncl 16 were relected under 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being anticipat^ over Dougherty (U.S. Pat. 6.485.188) in view of 

Sahashi et al. | 

Applicant submits that amended independent claim 14 and claims 15-16, which 
depend from claim 14, are novel b^jause the present device and the prior art differ. 
The Applicant also submits that ajpnU facie case of obviousness has not been 
established as neither reference, s^one nor in combination, teaches or suggests a 
retaining element that imparts no pr4teisioning on the wheel bearing assembly. As an 
initial matter, Applicant agrees that tlje Sahashi reference discloses a retaining ring 157 
for retaining a wheel hub assembly \p a spindle 143. Applicant traverses, however, the 
suggestion in the Office action th^t Sahashi reference teaches the use of the 
retaining ring as an improvement oyer the assembly In which a threaded fastener is 
used (figure 40). in this regard, as tine Sahashi reference teaches a retaining ring when 
only the wheel hub retains the bekrirtg assembly 132, it cannot be used to impart 
tensioning upon the bearing assembly U the Daugherly reference without the use of a 
threaded fastener. Young also requirejs a threaded fastener to Impart tensioning upon 
the bearing assembly. Accordingly, the obviousness rejection cannot be supported and 
should be withdrawn. In this regard, the Office Action improperly combines the 
reference teachings to suggest the jcombination necessary to support the obviousness 
rejection. In re Vaeck, 947 F.2d 488. 23 USPQ2d 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1991). 



allowable because they depend from allowable 
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ci mclus'ion 



Having overcome all of the objeJions and rejections set forth In the Office action, 
the Applicant submits that the applicatiG|n is in a condition for allowance. The Applicant 
respectfully request that the application be passed to issue. 



Dated: March 16, 2006 




Respectfully Submitted, 

GKN Driveline North America, Inc. 





fennifer/id. Brumbaugh, Re^JMo. 48,465 
Mick A. Nylander, Reg. No. 37,200 
GKN Driveline North America, Iric. 
3300 University Drive 
Aubum Hills, Ml 48326-2362 
(248)377-1200 
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